ABSTRACT. This study has a twofold goal. First, we examined perceptions of organizational politics as viewed by the academic staff in a public university. Second, we tested the potential mediating effect of perceptions of politics on the relationship between social capital and work outcomes. We surveyed 142 junior and senior faculty members of a large public Israeli university and tested several competing models. Major results, based on Structural Equations Model (SEM) analysis, indicate that the mediating model has several advantages over the direct effect model. In addition, a revised, mixed model provided additional advantages. The models are compared and discussed. Finally, implications of the findings and recommendations for future studies on internal politics and social capital in academia and beyond are suggested.
that has solved some of the puzzles associated with this intriguing phenomenon (e.g., Burns, 1961; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992; Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, & Anthony, 1999; Mayes & Allen, 1977; Mintzberg, 1983; Pfeffer, 1992; Vigoda-Gadot, 2003; Vigoda-Gadot & Drory, 2006) . Clearly, our current understanding of power relations, conflicts, influence tactics, and the way people perceive internal politics in the workplace has considerably improved. However, there are still some missing pieces in the organizational political conundrum that are worthy of closer examination and investigation. Two overlooked aspects of organizational politics are (a) its nature in academic institutions and its meaning for faculty members and, () the role of social capital and social exchange in any organization's political dynamic.
The major goal of this study is to examine these understudied areas and to extend our current knowledge in the field beyond other works that have appeared in recent years on the role of social factors in workplace politics (e.g., Aryee, Chen, & Budhwar, 2004; Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, & Toth, 1997; Ferris, Frink, Bhawuk, & Zhou, 1996a) . We will first focus on the nature of politics for the academic staff, and the way it is expressed at various critical points such as in decisions regarding promotion and the advancement of future policies and academic plans. A theoretical rationale will then be developed to explain the role of social capital and social exchange in determining political dynamics and perceptions of politics among academics. Following this, we will test two models that point to the possible direct effect of social capital on work outcomes, or alternatively, to the mediating role of organizational politics in this relationship. By so doing we hope to better understand the relationship between internal politics and the overall social capital that academics accumulate in their working environment. Our expectation is that the social environment and the political atmosphere create an organizational climate that affects various types of work outcomes (i.e., organizational commitment, job satisfaction, stress and strain, and job burnout).
ORGANIZATIONAL POLITICS: WHAT WE KNOW AND WHAT WE MISS
An impressive bank of knowledge has been accumulated in recent years about the nature, evolvement, and meaning of organizational politics. A recent comprehensive book on the topic (Vigoda-Gadot & Drory, 2006) suggests that the issue is of prime importance to any type of organization, in any field, market, sector, or culture. Vigoda-Gadot (2003) has stated that organizational politics represents a unique domain of interpersonal relations in the workplace. Its main characteristics are the readiness of people to use power in their efforts to influence others and secure personal or collective interests or, alternatively, avoid negative outcomes within the organization (Bozeman, Perrewe, Kacmar, Hochwarter, & Brymer, 1996) . In recent decades, scholars in the field of management have paid increasing attention to organizational politics.
In the early 1990s, Pfeffer (1992, p. 8) argued that organizations, particularly large ones, are like governments in that they are fundamentally political entities. To understand them, one needs to understand organizational politics, just as to understand governments one needs to understand governmental politics. With the rapidly growing interest in organizational politics, the phenomenon is being discussed from a variety of perspectives. For example, some studies have tried to typologize the various influence tactics found in the workplace (i.e., Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980) while others have used a theory of organizational conflict to explain power struggles and influence tactics (i.e., Putnam, 1995) . Most scholars have focused on the nature and expressions of organizational politics using a negative perspective that concentrates on equating organizational politics with the dark side of human behavior, such as manipulation, coercion, abusive influence, or other subversive and semi-legal actions (i.e., Ferris & King, 1991; Mintzberg, 1983 Mintzberg, , 1985 . During the 1990s and on into the twentyfirst century, the interest in organizational politics evolved into a growing number of empirical studies that focused mainly on what people think about political maneuvers in modern worksites, assuming that the reality of politics is better understood via the perceptions of individuals. As was suggested by Kacmar and Ferris (1991, pp. 193-4) and Kacmar and Carlson (1994, p. 3), most perceptions of organizational politics represent the degree to which respondents view their work environment as "political," promoting the egocentric self-interests of others at the expense of the organizations and co-workers, and therefore unjust and unfair from the individual's point of view. Moreover, these studies proposed a scale for the measurement of political perceptions called the Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (POPS).
This perceptual/cognitive approach has also led to empirical studies on the effect of organizational politics on employees' attitudes, behavior, and performance. The relationship between organizational politics and organizational outcomes is important, because every member of an organization possesses some degree of power and exercises it in a unique way to benefit himself/herself. Therefore, many scholars have argued that the relationship between organizational politics and organizational outcomes is an important one, deserving further inquiry (Bozeman et al., 1996; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992; Kacmar & Carlson, 1994) . Similarly, empirical evidence has been accumulated over the years, demonstrating the negative effect of organizational politics on work outcomes and job satisfaction (i.e., Bozeman et al., 1996; Ferris et al., 1996a; Ferris et al., 1996b; Witt, Andrews, & Kacmar, 2000) , organizational commitment (i.e., Bozeman et al., 1996; Randall, Cropanzano, Borman, & Birjulin, 1999; Vigoda, 2000) , job stress and strain, and job burnout Valle & Perrewe, 2000; Vigoda, 2002) . Other studies have focused on the moderating and mediating role of organizational politics in its relationship with work outcomes and performance (e.g., Poon, 2004 Poon, , 2006 Witt et al., 2000) . Also, in recent years we have seen conceptual reviews of the field and extensions of the original theories that promote understanding of the importance of politics in organizational life (Fedor, Maslyn, Farmer, & Bettenhausen, 2008; Kacmar & Baron, 1999) .
Thus, while there is no doubt that internal politics is a common phenomenon in every organization, the puzzle is far from complete. Even today, too little is known about the exact specification and boundary conditions of organizational politics (Aryee et al., 2004; Cropanzano et al., 1997; Kipnis et al., 1980; Mayes & Allen, 1977) , particularly with regard to indirect relationships with work outcomes and other social constructs within various contexts. It seems that beyond direct POPS-work outcomes relationships, which have already been established in the literature (i.e., Kacmar & Baron, 1999) there are additional variables, such as social capital and social exchange, that are involved in indirect relationships and deserve further investigation. Another missing link in this context is the meaning, implications, and aftermaths of organizational politics in the academic sphere and their association with social capital and social exchange in the academic arena.
ORGANIZATIONAL POLITICS IN ACADEMIA
A review of the literature demonstrates that organizational politics is prevalent in various types of organizations and spheres. Similarly, this phenomenon has been examined in private and public sector organizations (i.e., Kumar & Ghadially, 1989; Vigoda-Gadot & Kapoon, 2005) , service and product oriented organizations (i.e., Bozeman et al., 1996; Cropanzano et al., 1997) , healthcare organizations (i.e., Ferris & Kacmar, 1992) , as well as traditional and high-tech systems (Parker, Dipboye, & Jackson, 1995; Vigoda-Gadot & Drory, 2006) . The results were almost univocal. Perceptions of politics in organizations has a profound negative effect on organizational outcomes, be it employees' performance or the firm's collective outcomes.
Ironically, despite the fact that most of the above studies were conducted by academics who are familiar with academic life, there is only one study on organizational politics among university faculty (Romm & Drory, 1988) . However, Romm and Drory's study focused on cultural differences between Israeli and Canadian staff (n=86 for each group) and is thus less useful in exploring the meaning of politics for academics. A few other studies (Ferris et al., 1996a; Ferris et al., 1996b; Valle & Perrewe, 2000; Zhou & Ferris, 1995) were conducted in American universities but focused on non-academic employees, so they were deemed less pertinent for our purposes. Hence, as far as we can find, there is almost no clear evidence about the meaning, magnitude, and impact of internal politics on the academic staff's performance in institutions of higher education.
Several factors may explain this lack of information and data from academia. First, it may be argued that universities present themselves as centers of objectivity, pluralism, and meritocracy, making the likelihood of such phenomena in their institutions less evident or less prevalent than in other organizations. Therefore, it makes less sense to gather data where one expects less heterogeneity and an atypical distribution of results. Second, one may argue that it is simply more difficult to collect such data among scholars and experts who are sensitive to and more understanding of various research techniques. Third, and in light of the above arguments, perhaps academia itself is simply less interesting as far as internal politics is concerned, while other organizations, from the private or public domains, may provide more insights into their meaning and aftermaths. We are not sure if these are the motives for the lack of a comprehensive study on organizational politics among university faculty but the fact is that we currently have no reliable data about it that can shed light on both its nature and consequences.
Indeed, the social discourse about the role of academic institutions in society and in comparison with other organizations characterizes these systems as highly distinctive and unique. Several earlier studies have argued that academic organizations and universities are unique for several reasons such as the emphasis on human resources, the high level of autonomy accorded to knowledge workers, the expansion of the frontiers of knowledge to benefit society, and the open, liberal, tolerant, and broadminded atmosphere that characterizes institutions of higher education (i.e., Bauer, Marton, Askling, & Marton, 1999; Fuller, 2005) . Frequently, universities and academic institutions are considered islands of objectivity and meritocracy, which may minimize internal politics and encourage fairness, openness, liberalism, justice, and honesty. However, members of academia may disagree with this idealized view, contending that academic institutions are, in essence, very similar to any other organization. At times, institutions may be rife with internal politics. Indeed, many faculty members will attest to the presence of politics in their work, despite the official rhetoric and claims of objectivity, meritocracy, and higher standards of fairness and justice. More to the point, it can be argued that it is precisely the relative uncertainty of measuring excellence and ranking intellectual output and attributes that makes the university rife with internal politics (Shenhav & Haberfeld, 1992) .
SOCIAL CAPITAL AND SOCIAL EXCHANGE IN ORGANIZATIONS
Corporate social capital is any element of the corporate social structure that brings about positive outcomes (Coleman, 1988; 1994) . It includes any means of corporate control embedded in social relations, thus assisting an organization in promoting internal assets and resources and sustaining its competitive advantage. (Barney, 1991; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) . Social capital has been recognized as an integral part of the "relational management" and organizational "knowledge management" of the firm (Burt, 1992; Darr & Talmud, 2003; Ghoshal & Moran, 1996; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998) . It may smooth relations between units (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998) , facilitating the production of intellectual capital (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) and stimulating research and development (Darr & Talmud, 2003; Hansen, 1999; Podolny, 2001) . However, the relationship between social capital and the political type of social relations in organizations has been largely overlooked.
Intra-organizational social exchange thus creates and conveys organizational memory and shared narratives and norms. In fact, social exchange and social capital can create or modify trust in the organizational system (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) . Social exchange also conveys intangible corporate assets such as socially-produced tacit knowledge, which is particularly useful in creating and maintaining a complex quality product (Dore, 1983; Jones, Hesterley & Borgatti, 1997) . Social exchange contains shared narratives, normative role expectations and commitments, and a strong vision of corporate identity enacted via intra-organizational social relations.
The role of social capital for individual performance, know-how, and promotion has been repeatedly demonstrated (Burt, 1992; Garguilo & Benassi, 2000; Hansen, 1999; Leana & Van Buren, 1999; Podolny & Baron, 1997) . Social capital is composed of trust, recurring social exchanges, and shared identities. As such, social capital is an intangible, organizational-level asset that reduces the organization's cost of monitoring, learning, and adapting. Additionally, social capital mitigates agency problems stemming from organizational politics. In this sense, social capital provides individual-level direct gains (known as "private goods"), and also indirect benefits in the form of "collective goods" (Leana & Van Buren, 1999; Lin, 2001; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) . In this study, we focus on possible individual-level benefits of social capital and social exchange.
SOCIAL CAPITAL, SOCIAL EXCHANGE, AND WORK OUTCOMES: CAN WE POINT TO MEDIATION OF POPS?
Based on the literature review, we posit that social capital and social exchange, as well as organizational politics, have an existing relationship with a variety of work outcomes. We base this claim on two separate fields of knowledge: sociology and social capital analysis (i.e. House, 1981; Nyhan & Marlowe, 1997; Pierce, Sarason & Sarason, 1990) , and management and administration sciences (i.e., Buchanan, 2008; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992; Vigoda-Gadot & Kapoon, 2005) . However, the manner in which politics and social capital and social exchange interact in their relationship with work outcomes is still unclear. With the exception of a few studies (i.e., Aryee et al., 2004; Cropanzano et al., 1997) , the literature seems to overlook this question. To address this gap we suggest two possible models. Model A is a conventional model in which there is a direct effect of social capital and social exchange on work outcomes, with no mediating role of POPS. Model B incorporates the mediating effect of POPS in this relationship.
The first model (Model A) denotes a direct relationship, where social capital and social exchange directly affect a variety of work outcomes. This model draws support from studies on social capital and performance (i.e. House, 1981; Leana & Van Buren, 1999; Pierce et al., 1990) . However, none of these studies has made a strong claim for an interactive relationship between social capital or social exchange and POPS in their effect on work outcomes. Similarly, this model portrays a simple flow of relationships, where social capital and social exchange have an independent and unique effect on work outcomes with no relationship with POPS.
The second model (Model B) suggests that POPS mediates the relationship between social capital and exchange, and work outcomes. The rationale for this model is largely based on the idea that both social capital and POPS lay the groundwork for employees' perceptions of fairness and equity in organizations. have already noted that organizational politics and perceptions about fairness are related (Ferris et al., 1996a; Ferris et al., 1996b; Vigoda-Gadot & Drory, 2006) . Other studies have also demonstrated that social capital is related to the level of fairness and equity in communities and organizations (Benabou, 1996; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Walker, Kogut, & Weijian, 1997) . It is possible to hypothesize, therefore, that social capital and exchange have an effect on POPS by creating the social environment for individuals to feel that they are being treated equally or unequally by the organization. Fairness of social exchange and equity may be derived from social capital and social exchange, but also lead to changes in work outcomes. Social capital is a valuable intangible asset that individuals can use to build capacities of exchange and enhance their social resources. Those employees with stronger and more heterogeneous social ties are more likely to learn about new opportunities for advancement, promotion, and alternatives for self-fulfillment in the workplace. They are better aware of the risks and challenges that the work environment presents and develop strategies for coping and advancing within the organization. Similarly, they may feel that the organization offers them fair opportunities for advancement, promotion, or other benefits. As a result, their perceptions about the fairness and equity of the environment are expected to be higher than those who lack such levels of social capital and exchange. In contrast, those with little social capital may perceive the organization as less fair and less equitable in providing them with chances for selffulfillment and professional development. As fairness and equity are largely embedded in the political climate of the workplace, they may be well reflected by POPS. Therefore, POPS may serve as a mediator between social capital and exchange, and work outcomes. Both models are presented in Figure 1 .
In fact, similar ideas have been used previously in studies of organizational politics (e.g., Aryee et al., 2004) . Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, and Toth, (1997) extend the economic depiction of the firm as an arena of the internal labor market by framing the workplace as a social marketplace where individual employees exchange values, support, and other tangible resources for the purpose of building greater social capital. Still, because these inter-personal transactions of tangible and intangible assets are social in nature, they are necessarily bound up with perceptions of justice, equity, and organizational politics. Similarly, Aryee, Chen, and Budhwar (2004) found that formalization and participation in the decision-making process are justice, but negatively associated with the perception of organizational politics. They also found that hierarchical authority and spatial distance were positively related to organizational politics but unrelated to perceptions of procedural justice.
There is also some evidence that organizations possessing large stocks of social capital minimize the toll that organizational politics takes on them (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998) . Thus, we may infer from their studies that it is worthwhile to consider POPS as another mediator of the social capital-work outcomes relationship. Finally, Ferris et al. (1996b) have pointed to the strong mediating role of POPS in the work context-work outcomes relationship, providing additional support for the possible validity of Model B.
METHOD Sample and Procedure
A survey method was used to collect data in a large public university located in the north of Israel. Between May and August 2006, 355 questionnaires were distributed among all faculty members throughout the university's departments and schools (we excluded adjunct faculty members and those who were away on a sabbatical or on leave during the time of the survey). To increase the response rate, we made an effort to use a direct distribution and return method, but in several cases, where individuals were interested in fuller anonymity, we also used the internal university Model B: Mediation of POPS mail system to distribute and collect data. In the final analysis, 142 usable questionnaires were used (a return rate of 40%), which is within the average range of response rate from studies in the academic community (Baruch, 1999) , and is an acceptable ratio for a special population (Miller, 1991, pp.144-151; Talmud & Izraeli, 1999) . Of the respondents, 64.9% were men, the average age was 51.55 (s.d.=9.0), 89.1% were married, average tenure at the university was 162 months, and 95.5% of the respondents were Jews. A breakdown by rank shows that 21.8% held the rank of lecturers (equivalent to assistant professors without tenure), 30.8% Ferris, Frink, Bhawuk, and Zhou (1996a) as the degree to which respondents view their work environment as political, and therefore unjust and unfair. Kacmar and Ferris (1991) suggested the first version of this scale with 40 items, which was re-examined by Kacmar and Carlson (1994) who proposed a more parsimonious 12-item scale. This scale has become the most accepted measure of POPS in the literature. We adjusted this scale slightly to fit the organizational environment of a public university. The scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), and the reliability was 0.89. Full details about the items that were used are included in Table 1 .
POPS

Social Capital
Organizational social capital was defined by Leana and Van Buren as a resource reflecting the character of social relations within the firm. They suggested that "organizational social capital is realized through members' levels of collective goal orientation and shared trust, which create value by facilitating successful collective action. Organizational social capital is an asset that can benefit both the organization (e.g., creating value for shareholders) and its members (e.g., enhancing employee skills)" (1999, p. 538) . Our study thus treats organizational social capital as a three-facet variable composed of trust, social exchange, and social support and reciprocity that is relevant to the supply of direct, primary benefits to employees as members of the organization and as individuals (Leana & Van Buren, 1999, pp. 539-541) .
Trust (TRS)
Based on Cumming and Bromily's Organizational Trust Inventory (1996) , we defined trust as proper conduct, honesty and integrity in negotiations, and avoiding abuse of the other's vulnerability. Nyhan and Marlowe (1997) report on the development of a 12-item scale to measure this variable, representing an individual's level of trust in his or her supervisor and in his or her work organization as a whole. The scale was tested in seven different organizations, with a total sample size of 779 individuals. Results of reliability, validity, and factor analyses were presented to demonstrate that the instrument is psychometrically adequate and stable. Based on this study, we used a 9-item scale to measure trust. Sample items are (1) "I think that university professors tell the truth in formal meetings;" (2) "In my view, the university management is trustworthy and fulfills its duty towards the academic staff and is trustworthy;" (3) "You can trust the professors in this university;" (4) "I feel that the professors in this university tell the truth to each other." The scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), and the reliability was 0.91.
Social Exchange (SE)
Following Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998), we used an 8-item scale to measure the extent to which workers cooperate with others in various tasks. Participants were asked to report agreement with the following statements: (1) "Faculty are willing to share knowledge with colleagues;" (2) "I am willing to offer advice regarding research related issues;" (3) "I am willing to offer advice regarding non-workrelated issues;" (4) "I feel more proficient than my colleagues as an expert in my field;" (5) "I am willing to engage in administrative tasks;" (6) "I often seek advice or professional help from my colleagues;" (7) "There is a general readiness for collegial cooperation in teaching" and; (8) "There is a general readiness for collegial cooperation in research." The scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), and the reliability was 0.69.
Social Support and Reciprocity (SS)
Pierce, Sarason, and Sarason (1990) defined social support as interpersonal transactions perceived as or intended to ease coping with everyday life, especially under stressful situations. House (1981) identified four types of social support: socio-emotional support, cognitive support, appraisal support, and tangible/instrumental support. We used a 4-item scale to measure these four types of social support: (1) socio-emotional, ("I receive emotional support from other faculty when I seek their help"); (2) cognitive-informative ("I receive professional support from my colleagues"); (3) appraisal ("I receive full support and reinforcement from my collages regarding research"); and (4) tangible/ instrumental ("I receive budgetary support from the university authority for my research needs"). The scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), and the reliability was 0.69.
Work Outcomes
Organizational Commitment (OC)
This variable was measured by the most commonly used measure of organizational commitment, the attitudinal Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) introduced by Porter and Smith (1970) . This scale is the most viable measure of affective commitment and has enjoyed widespread acceptance and use. In its shortened 9-item version, the measure reflects the three dimensions of the definition of commitment suggested by Porter and Smith (1970) : (1) desire to retain membership in the organization; (2) belief in and acceptance of the values and goals of the organization; and (3) willingness to exert effort on behalf of the organization. Sample items for this measure include: (1) "I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization;" (2) "I really care about the fate of this organization;" (3) "I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for the organization;" and (4) "For me, this is the best of all possible organizations to work for." The scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), and the reliability was 0.87.
Job Satisfaction (JS)
We relied on a measure that was developed by Schriesheim and Tsui (1980) . Respondents were asked to indicate how satisfied they were with five aspects of their job: current job, co-workers, current salary, opportunities for promotion, and work in general. We omitted a sixth item about satisfaction with supervisors that was originally included in the Schriesheim and Tsui (1980) scale due to its lack of relevance for university professors. The scale for these questions ranged from 1 (very unsatisfied) to 7 (very satisfied), and the reliability was 0.81.
Stress and strain (STR)
House and Rizzo created a scale to measure "the existence of tensions and pressures growing out of job requirements, including the possible outcomes in terms of feelings or physical symptoms" (1972, p.481) . The original scale was 17 items and referred to three types of tension-stress factors: job-induced tension (JIT), somatic tension (ST), and general fatigue and uneasiness (GFU). For reasons of parsimony we used only four items, which, however, were representative of the three factors: (1) "I work under a great deal of tension" (JIT); (2) "If I had a different job, my health would probably improve" (JIT); (3) "I get irritated or annoyed over the way things are going here" (ST); and, (4) "I seem to tire quickly" (GFU). Respondents were asked to report the degree to which they agreed with the items on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A higher score meant a higher level of job stress and strain. Reliability was .75.
Burnout (BU)
Burnout was measured by a 6-item scale taken from the Maslach Burnout Inventory -MBI (Maslach & Jackson, 1986) . Items were: (1) "I feel emotionally drained by my work;" (2) "I feel used up at the end of the workday;" (3) "Working with people all day is really a strain for me;" (4) "I feel burned out by my work;" (5) "I feel I'm working too hard on my job;" and (6) "I feel like I'm at the end of my rope." Respondents were asked to report the degree to which they agreed with the items on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), and a higher score reflected a higher level of burnout. Reliability of the scale was .88.
Data Analysis
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) with AMOS 16 was used for the assessment of the models. SEM is a statistical method that is based on path analysis, and was originally designed to test competing models in the social sciences (Joreskog, 1977; Joreskog & Van Thillo, 1973) . First, we analyzed a measurement model and performed a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to determine the quality of our latent variables and their discriminant relations with the other variables. In the next stage, we tested eight indices to assess the fit of the models. The first two were chi-square tests (a low and nonsignificant value of the chi-square represents a good fit with the data) and the ratio of the model chi-square to degrees of freedom (a ratio up to 2 is considered a satisfactory value). We also used the Relative Fit Index (RFI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Normed Fit Index (NFI), and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), which helps overcome problems with the NFI. The closer the values of RFI, CFI, NFI, and TLI to 1, the better the fit is. The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value of up to .05 indicates a close fit, and values up to .09 represent reasonable errors of approximation. Another recommended index for the selection of one of several proposed models is the Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) that should be as close to zero as possible.
In addition, to assess the superiority of a particular model over the other, we also considered path coefficients and explained variance, defined as the "plausibility criterion" (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1994) . This criterion means that the path coefficients in the model that fit the best adhere well to the general theoretical conception and to the hypotheses. This adherence should hold in both magnitude and the expected directions. Accordingly, a model fits the data well but many of whose theoretical paths do not support its theoretical arguments, cannot be defined as correct. Some balance must be achieved between the fit indices and the theoretical predictions or hypotheses. Moreover, we calculated the percentage of explained variance for three variables: perceived performance, trust in administrative agencies/organizational commitment, and political participation. A higher level of explained variance is an indication that the model is a better fit (Saris & Stronkhorst, 1984) . Tables 1 and 2 provide descriptive statistics and inter-correlations for the sample. As shown in Table 1 , many academic staff members indeed state that they have faced political processes that are inadequate, improper, and conflict with the image or common view of fairness in universities. The level of organizational politics in academia, as perceived by the faculty members, is higher than average (4.02 on a scale from 1 to 7). However, one should note that the figures presented here are not compared with any data collected simultaneously in any other organization, and thus, they can be compared only with the existing data reported in the literature. As such, they serve only as a point of departure for our basic arguments that politics is worthy of examination in universities and in academic institutions just as it is worthy of testing in business firms, government agencies, high-tech factories, finance firms, or any other industry. As shown in Table 2 , the psychometric properties of the research variables are reasonable. All variables have fairly normal distributions and acceptable Cronbach's alpha ratios (.70-.90). In addition, most of the inter-correlations hold in the expected directions. POPS is negatively related to social capital and to work outcomes. Social capital and social exchange are positively related to work outcomes.
RESULTS
In addition to the zero-order correlations, we also used SEM to analyze a measurement model and to perform a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). We tested an eight-factor model (three variables for social capital and exchange plus POPS plus four outcome variables) and compared it with a six-factor model (only one integrated variable for social capital and exchange plus POPS plus four outcome variables) as well as with a one-factor model, to determine the quality of our latent variables and their discriminate relations with the other variables. The fit indices for the eight-factor model were better than any other combination of factors. The specific scores for this model were: χ2=384.17; DF=224; χ 2 /df=1.71; p<.001; NFI=.81; RFI=.75; TLI=.88; CFI=.91; RMSEA=.07; ECVI=4.14. Based on these results, we concluded that the latent measures used in our analysis are appropriate and of fairly good validity and thus they were used in the model assessment stage. 1 Notes: N=139-142; Scale ranged between 1 (highly disagree) to 7 (highly agree).Highest percentage underlined. Table 3 provides the fit indices for the models. According to this table, the mediating model (Model B) had the best fit with the data, although some of the fit indices were below the levels recommended in the literature (i.e., Bentler, 1990; Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Bollen, 1989; Medsker, Williams, & Holahan, 1994 ). The direct model (Model A) was substantially inferior to this model in terms of fit indices. As shown in Table 3 , Χ 2 for both of the models is significant. The ratio of Χ 2 /df is lower and closer to 2 for the mediating model (2.18) than for the alternative direct model (3.26). Similarly, the NFI, RFI, TLI, and CFI are the closest to 1.00 in the mediating model (.76, .68, .80, and .85 respectively) . In addition, the ECVI in the mediating model is the closer to 0 (4.90) and its RMSEA is .09, which, as suggested by the literature, is within the limits of acceptability for this indicator (up to .09). Therefore, while it is still not the "correct" model in terms of fit, these findings indicate that the mediating model (Model B) is still better than the alternative direct effect model that was tested with SEM. To validate this finding further, we also conducted a hierarchical regression analysis, where we found a significant mediating effect of POPS in the relationship between trust and work outcomes. Unfortunately, the findings were not as encouraging for social exchange and for social support and reciprocity. However, this finding may imply that a mediating effect of POPS in the relationship between social capital and exchange, and work outcomes is important, deserving further inquiry.
In addition to the models' fit, Table 4 allows an in-depth comparison of the models in terms of path coefficients and explained variance (R 2 ). According to this table, the mediating model (Model B) has six significant paths (out of a possible seven) that work in the expected direction. The number of significant paths in the direct effect model is 8 (out of a possible 12). Thus, the ratio of significant paths to non-significant paths is much better in the mediating model, attesting yet again to its advantage in terms of parsimony. Note that for all models the significant paths generally work in the expected directions. For example, both trust (TRS) and social support (SS) have a positive effect on job satisfaction and on organizational commitment (values of 1.01 .80, .38, .56) and a negative effect on stress and burnout (values of -1.19, -1.40, -1.60, -2.61). The effect of POPS on job satisfaction and on organizational commitment was negative (-.95 and -.84 respectively) and its effect on stress and burnout was generally positive (.71 and .72 respectively). Finally, the effect of social capital on POPS was generally negative. TRS and SS were negatively related with POPS (-.50 and -1.81 respectively),. whereas the relationship between SE and POPS was not significant In addition to these findings, it is noteworthy that the effect of social exchange on work outcomes was not significant in most cases, with the exception of its effect on job satisfaction (.36).
Finally, according to the R 2 statistics, it seems that the highest explained variance of the work outcomes is provided by the direct effect model. However, this is obvious due to the cumulative effects of the three independent variables. A closer examination of the mediating model shows that it demonstrates good results here as well. The level of explained variance in POPS is high (43%-49%) and makes a significant contribution to the explained variance in all other work outcomes. As Models A and B were quite far from being satisfactory, we produced an alternative mixed mode model for both direct and indirect relationships. This model (Model C) is presented in Figure 2 and its statistics are included in Table 5 . The model is based on some theoretical adjustments and improvement of rational of the mediating model. For example, we added several links amongst the dependent variables to express the mutual relationships between them. Following Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) as well as Gaertner (1999) and Jernigan, Beggs and Kohut (2002) who found that commitment is more of an outcome of satisfaction, we allowed job satisfaction to affect organizational commitment, and further allowed organizational commitment to affect stress and strain (Meyer, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002) . A path was also added to express an effect of stress and strain on burnout (Maslach & Jackson, 1986) . In addition, two direct effects were added based on the high path coefficients of the direct model. The first effect was from trust to organizational commitment (based on the .80 path coefficient gained in direct model A). The second effect was from social support and reciprocity to job satisfaction (based on the .38 path coefficient gained in the direct Model A).
As is evident, the fit indices of Model C are much better than those of the previous Models A and B. Χ 2 for this model is significant, with the ratio of Χ 2 /df is less than 2 (1.76). Similarly, all other indicative tests -the NFI, RFI, TLI, and CFI -are close to 1.00 and better than the ones in the mediating model (.81, .74, .87, and .91 respectively) . In addition, the ECVI in the mixed model is the closest to 0 (4.22) and its RMSEA is .07. However, whereas the fit indices of this model are fairly good, its path estimates are not ideal. Only two paths were found to be significant (SS JS and TRS POPS). Therefore, we must conclude that these findings limit the contribution of the mixed model and leave future theoretical and empirical studies with more work to do. The implications of these findings are discussed further in the final section of the paper.
DISCUSSION
The major goal of this study was to test the meaning of organizational politics as perceived by faculty members in a large Israeli public university and to propose competing models for its relationship with social capital and work outcomes. Two models were suggested and evaluated with a SEM technique. The findings revealed that the indirect model where POPS mediates the relationship between social capital and exchange and work outcomes is better than the direct model. However, its fit indices were not satisfactory, a result that led us to suggest a third model of mixed relationships. The third model was superior in its fit indices but its small number of significant path coefficients limited its contribution. Therefore, our conclusion is that a mixed model may be a better reflection of the theory in this area but greater attention to the specific relationships between the variables can improve it. The relationship between social capital and work outcomes may therefore be interpreted as a mixture of direct and indirect relationships but the exact nature of those relationships deserves further attention in future studies.
A prime theoretical implication of the study concerns the triple association between organizational politics, social capital and social exchange, and work outcomes. In general, our study confirms that these concepts are interrelated and that understanding one may lead to a better understanding of the others. The two seemingly separate fields that we mentioned earlier in the study are largely interrelated, at least based on the findings reported here. However, the exact nature of the relationship, whether direct, mediated, or mixed in some way, is not clear enough even now. While the mediating model was indeed somewhat superior to the direct effect model, there seems to be direct effects of social capital and exchange that should not be overlooked.
This study integrates knowledge from a variety of disciplines that can advance our understanding of workplace politics from the point of view of social capital and social exchange, which is a less conventional perspective that has been mentioned in only a few previous studies (i.e., Aryee et al., 2004; Cropanzano et al., 1997) . In our view, the integration of ideas from several scholarly fields, as suggested here, can shed more light on how organizations in general, and academic institutions in particular, operate as social and political entities. It also has the potential to enhance our understanding of generic antecedents to work outcomes based on the major role of social capital and social exchange in organizations. Hence, we may conclude that both social capital and exchange, and perceptions of organizational politics are strong stand-alone facets of the social environment but politics plays an important role in the social contextwork outcomes relationship. Whereas they are both important variables that can independently predict various aspects of work outcomes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment) and employees' well-being (stress and strain, and job burnout) they are also interrelated and together add to our ability to better explain work outcomes. However, the fact that neither the mediating model or the mixed model were ideal or perfect in terms of fit indices or path coefficients implies that the nature of the relationships and their effect on work outcomes is still not clear enough and deserves more attention in future studies.
From a theoretical point of view, this study makes at least two major contributions. First, it adds to current knowledge about organizational politics, providing a more comprehensive insight into its effect on work outcomes. Contrary to the conventional wisdom in this area, this study supports the idea that perceptions of politics have a more complex relationship with work outcomes, a relationship that should be explored particularly with regard to the role played by social capital and social exchange factors. Whereas previous studies have mentioned several moderation models in this context (i.e., Byrne, 2005; Harris, Andrew, & Kacmar, 2007; Poon, 2004 Poon, , 2006 Zivnuska, Kacmar, Witt, Carlson, & Bratton, 2004) , this study tested and largely supported the option of mediating elements of this relationship, and its findings should encourage further development of the field.
Second, the centrality of social capital and social exchange for work outcomes in organizations is retested and found meaningful. Our empirical examination of trust in co-workers, social exchange, and social support and reciprocity suggests that these facets of social capital are essential for a better understanding of the role of politics in organizational life. It also adds to the explanation of variance in work outcomes over and above the contribution of organizational politics, implying that other studies should examine social capital and social exchange when testing the effect of politics on work outcomes. Therefore, it should be concluded that the relationships explored here seem rather complex and deserve attention in future studies. This paper has also clear practical implications. First, academic staff and managers who want to enhance work outcomes must devote greater attention and allocate more resources to the improvement of social capital, social skills, and social capacities among their subordinates. At the same time, managers must also try to reduce the negative effects of organizational politics. It is important to note that recent studies distinguish between good politics and bad politics in organizations (e.g., Fedor et al., 2008; Vigoda-Gadot, 2003) , suggesting that managers must minimize the latter, while at the same time, use the former effectively. Fedor, Maslyn, Farmer, and Bettenhausen (2008) demonstrate how positive and negative organizational politics represent separate perceptions rather than two ends of a continuum, and may occur either at the individual, group, or organizational levels. Our findings imply that enhancing social capital and exchange may contribute to lower levels of negative organizational politics, resulting in better work outcomes and the improved well-being of employees. Second, given the assumption that the improvement of work outcomes and employees' well-being are interrelated, senior managers should understand that they will receive a direct return on the former by investing in the latter. With improved work outcomes, the organization can meet its strategic goals and minimize the time and money spent on dealing with errors resulting from employees' stress, burnout, or lack of commitment to the workplace. Hence, those in the upper echelons receive a direct return for the investment in the employees' well-being while the lower ranks benefit from the stability of the firm, the ongoing improvement of working conditions, and increased economic rewards.
The findings are also meaningful for employees as individuals who are trying to improve their well-being at work, reduce their stress and strain as well as minimize their burnout. Extending one's social relations, improving one's social exchange with others, and building trustworthy bridges with others lead to lower levels of perceived politics and thus also to improved quality of work life, more satisfaction on the job, and better chances for self-fulfillment.
The specific setting of the study also deserves some attention, both theoretically and empirically. From a descriptive point of view, this study demonstrates the existence of organizational politics in the halls of academe and attests to its influence on work outcomes. Obviously, POPS, social capital and social exchange are especially relevant to organizations where there is uncertainty in measuring the quality of employee output, and where workers create advanced knowledge (Darr & Talmud, 2003; Jones, et al. 1997) . Despite the uniqueness of universities and their special role in society (i.e., Bauer et al., 1999; Fuller, 2005) , academia is an organizational entity quite similar to other industrial settings such as high-tech companies, factories, service organizations, or public sector agencies. Moreover, it is precisely the paradigmatic uncertainty of many departments that makes organizational politics and social ties indispensable for individual action within the university (Shenhav & Haberfeld, 1992) . Indeed, our study demonstrates that internal politics is an overarching process even in organizations that tend to be more liberal, open minded, advanced, just and fair, seeking to provide equal opportunities and evaluate peers and colleagues objectively. This finding contributes to the generic theory on organizational politics and somewhat "limits" the image of the academic sphere as different from other organizations. In terms of organizational politics, our study reconfirmed that no organization behaves differently than any other when valuable assets are at stake. Furthermore, people will compete for advantage no matter what slogans are proclaimed by management. Although universities have a special function in advancing knowledge for society and are typically staffed by talented individuals with exceptional intellect, the basic behaviors of academic staff seem similar to those of employees in any other organization.
Several limitations of this study should be addressed. First, we applied the SEM technique in testing and evaluating the models, but the models A and B were far from being "correct," and the results should be interpreted with caution. Model C had a much better fit but its path coefficients were not always in line with those expected. Hence, although it is possible to draw some conclusions regarding causal relationships, we do not recommend doing so in this case, as the models' fit was modest (for models A and B) and the path coefficients were problematic (for Model C). Additionally, the fact that our data were not collected over time somewhat limits the ability to draw conclusions regarding causality. Second, the findings were based on cross-sectional and self-reported data, which may result in single source bias (e.g., social desirability effect), or common method error. Nevertheless, the study reported sound psychometric properties in terms of the reliabilities of the research variables and the reasonable results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), which attest to its robustness. Third, additional components of social capital and social exchange should be tested against rival hypotheses, especially models of structural holes (e.g. Burt, 1992) and personality attributes such as political skills (Blickle, Schneider, Perrewé, Blass, & Ferris, 2008a; Blickle et al., 2008b; Blickle & Witzkin, 2008) and self monitoring (Kalish & Robins, 2006) . It is also recommended that future studies integrate these facets of social capital and social exchange in similar models. Fourth, we examined only the primary or direct benefits of POP and social capital for individuals within an organization (Leana & Van Buren, 1999) . The indirect, secondary, benefits of the link between POPS, social capital and work outcomes, as "collective goods" should be addressed in future research. More important, structural models, based on network models of social structure, should explore the association between employees' relational patterns, perceptions of organizational politics, and work outcomes. This analytical strategy has two merits: eliminating the single source bias, and linking structural position within a network with employees' attitudes.
Finally, as our data and models apply to only one university in a specific culture and population (for example, more than 90% of the respondents were Jews and a majority (65%) were male), we suggest that further studies should attempt to validate our findings in other settings, especially as at least two of our major independent variables, social capital and social exchange, are generally considered to be culturally dependent.
To summarize, this study extends our understanding about perceptions of organizational politics, social capital and exchange, and their contribution to work outcomes in academia and beyond. These relationships are not trivial. Indeed, organizational politics seems to play a major role in the interplay among social resources, work outcomes, and employees' well-being. We hope that future studies will further develop this avenue of inquiry, exploring additional pieces of the politics-performance puzzle in academia and in other organizations. 
